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Tuesday March 09, AM2 Session:

1. Opening Formalities

1.1.  Call Meeting to Order
1.1.1.  The chair called the meeting to order at 11:15 ET

1.2.  Front table introduction

1.3.  Reminder meeting protocol

1.4.  Reminder to register attendance

1.5.  Review of meeting goals

1.6.  Review and approve agenda

1.6.1.  Review of Agenda (11-21/0198r1)

1.6.2.  Review of submission list

1.6.3.  Motion #94: Approval of Agenda
1.6.4.  Move to approve the agenda for TGbc as contained in document 11/21-0198r1
1.6.5.  Mover: Antonio de la Oliva, Second: Stephen McCann
1.6.6.  Motion approved by unanimous consent
1.7.  Review and approve TGbc teleconference conference minutes
1.7.1.  Motion #95: Approval of Minutes

Move to Approve the following TGbc minutes
· 11-21/0037r2 (January online interim),

· 11-21/0127r0 (Jan 19 telco),

· 11-21/0150r0 (Jan 26 telco),

· 11-21/0187r1 (Feb 2 telco),

· 11-21/0231r0 (Feb 9 telco),

· 11-21/0249r0 (Feb 16 telco),

· 11-21/0315r0 (Feb 23 telco),

· 11-21/0356r0 (Mar 2 telco)

Moved / Second: n/a, Motion approved as part of the consent agenda.
2. Announcements

2.1.  Review of IEEE Patent policy and IEEE Copyright policy

2.1.1.  The chair called for essential patents and none was indicated.

2.1.2.  The chair reminded attendees that participation is on an individual basis.

2.1.3.  The chair reminded attendees of IEEE copy right policies.
2.2.  Reminder that participation is on individual basis

3. Submissions / Comment resolutions
3.1.  Resolutions for CID 1237 (11-21/0238r3 and 11-21/0239r0), Hitoshi Morioka
3.1.1.  No questions.
3.1.2.  Motion #96: Approval of Comment resolution
3.1.3.  Move to Approve the comment resolution for CID 1237 as contained in 11-21/0238r03.
3.1.4.  Moved / Second: Hitoshi Morioka / Stephen McCann
3.1.5.  Approved by unanimous consent.
3.2.  Comment resolutions (11-21/176r4), Antonio de la Oliva
3.2.1.  C: Some of the comment resolutions are incomplete. Reference to other CIDs should be removed.
3.2.2.  C: The comment resolutions need to be more specific.

3.2.3.  C: There are some editorial comments that have also been resolved by the editor. There may be some duplication here.

3.2.4.  C: CID 1513 is not complete, as it does not mention a reference document. Each resolution needs to be self-contained.
3.2.5.  C: “Figure was deleted” is not appropriate as a comment resolution.
3.2.6.  Motion #97
3.2.7.  Move to approve the comment resolution for CIDs 1011, 1012, 1046, 1047, 1069, 1215, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1456, 1494, 1495, 1512, 1513, 1531, 1532, 1562 and 1602 as presented in document https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/21/11-21-0176-04-00bc-excel-with-resolution-assigned-to-antonio.xlsx and approve the changes to the TGbc draft as shown in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/21/11-21-0314-02-00bc-discussion-on-9-4-5-100.docx and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/21/11-21-0341-01-00bc_suppoting_document_CID1011-1012-1046-1047-1069.docx.
3.2.8.  Moved / Second: Antonio de la Oliva / Stephen McCann
3.2.9.  C: I speak against the motion, but some of these comments have not been resolved correctly. Although they may be technical correct, the resolutions are not clear.
3.2.10. C: I think the presentation should also tidy up the resolutions.

3.2.11. Chair: Is there any objection to approving this motion by unanimous consent.
3.2.12. A: Yes

3.2.13. C: I don’t understand the motion text.

3.2.14. Chair: The motion has two sections, one to approve the resolutions and the second part to approve a document with the suggested changes.

3.2.15. C: I suggest that the additional language regrading the editorial license should be added to the motion.
3.2.16. Point of order: I understand that a motion to amend is required to change the motion.

3.2.17. Chair: I would like to call the question.

3.2.18. C: I have an objection. I am confused by this main motion. This motion seems to be approving comments which are not complete. I think the 2nd bullet is confusing.
3.2.19. Motion #97a to amend.

3.2.20. Make the changes as shown:
3.2.21. Move to

3.2.22. approve the comment resolution for CIDs 1011, 1012, 1046, 1047, 1069, 1215, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1456, 1494, 1495, 1512, 1513, 1531, 1532, 1562 and 1602 as presented in document https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/21/11-21-0176-04-00bc-excel-with-resolution-assigned-to-antonio.xlsx; and

3.2.23. approve the changes to the TGbc draft as shown in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/21/11-21-0314-02-00bc-discussion-on-9-4-5-100.docx and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/21/11-21-0341-01-00bc_suppoting_document_CID1011-1012-1046-1047-1069.docx.
3.2.24. Move: Mark Rison, 2nd: Stephen McCann

3.2.25. Chair: By the way, the editor always has editorial license.
3.2.26. No objection to approve the motion by unanimous consent
3.2.27. Main motion

3.2.28. C: Point of order, as the motion does not make sense. Please can the “and” be removed from the end of the text.

3.2.29. Chair: Yes, of course

3.2.30. Motion #97

3.2.31. Move to approve the comment resolution for CIDs 1011, 1012, 1046, 1047, 1069, 1215, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1456, 1494, 1495, 1512, 1513, 1531, 1532, 1562 and 1602 as presented in document https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/21/11-21-0176-04-00bc-excel-with-resolution-assigned-to-antonio.xlsx
3.2.32. Moved / Second: Antonio de la Oliva / Stephen McCann
3.2.33. Yes: 7, No: 5, Abstain: 17 (motion fails)

3.2.34. Chair: I recommend that some of the comment resolutions can be tidied up.

3.3.  Comment resolutions (11-21/0085r4 and 11-21/0086r1), Stephen McCann

3.3.1.  CID 1101

3.3.2.  C: recommend to change to "The changes are shown with tag #1101 within..."

3.3.3.  C: agreed

3.3.4.  CID 1243

3.3.5.  Q: Where is the "infrastructure BSS" defined? Remove "in an infrastructure BSS"

3.3.6.  A: if removed, "association" cannot be used.

3.3.7.  C: in uplink case, the destination will be non 802.11 device.

3.3.8.  C: 11bc should be restricted in 802.11.

3.3.9.  C: At the top, "in the context of 802.11 compliant device".

3.3.10. C: in 802.11 compliant device, "in an infrastructure BSS" is not required.

3.3.11. C: I propose ".. both in cases where the transmitter and the receiver(s) are members of a BSS and in cases where there is no association between the transmitter(s) and receiver(s)"

3.3.12. C: I would also like everyone to consider this 11bc text:

3.3.12.1. NOTE 1—The content and format of the embedded metadata is out of scope of this standard and can be based on a relationship with the remote destination.  12

3.3.12.2. NOTE 2 – Upon receiving an UL eBCS frame from an unassociated eBCS STA, a forwarding eBCS AP (or a switch with which the eBCS AP is affiliated with) generates an IP packet intended for the remote destination specified in the frame.

3.3.13.  C: regarding the text “the transmitter and the receiver(s) in a BSS” includes the case both transmitter and receiver are non-AP STAs in the same BSS. The Uplink does not use Data frames.

3.3.14. C: How about: "broadcast Data frames and broadcast Management frames" would be more accurate in that case

3.3.15. C: Or "... to enable IEEE 802.11 stations to transmit and receive broadcast Data frames in an infrastructure BSS, both in cases where the transmitter and the receiver(s) are associated and when they are not."

3.3.16. C: that is not accurate.. should not limit to infrastructure BSS

3.3.17. C: What other BSSes does EBCS support?

3.3.18. C: the UL transmitter is not in an infrastructure BSS.. or any BSS for that matter

3.3.19. C: " eBCS is only supported in a non-DMG non-S1G infrastructure BSS. "

3.3.20. C: "... to enable IEEE 802.11 stations to transmit and receive broadcast data in an infrastructure BSS, both in cases where the transmitter and the receiver(s) are associated and when they are not."

3.3.21. C: And I would suggest that “transmitter -> transmitter(s)”
3.3.22. The presenter will re-present an update of CID 1243 at the next meeting.
4. Recess
4.1. Meeting is recessed at 13:09 ET.

Wednesday March 10, AM1 Session:

5. Opening formalities

5.1. Chair calls meeting to order at 09:00 ET 

5.2. Front table introduction

5.2.1. Chair states his name and affiliation and introduces the names and affiliation of Vice Chairs

5.3. Reminder meeting protocol

5.3.1. Chair reminds participants that the IEEE meeting policies, the IEEE patent and copyright policy as described at the opening meeting, remain in operation for this meeting.
5.4. Reminder to register attendance

6. Submissions / Comment resolution

6.1. Call for submissions

6.2. The order of submission was changed in the agenda 11-21-0198r2.
6.3. The modified agenda was approved by unanimous consent

6.4. Presentation and discussion of submissions

6.5. Comment resolutions (11-21/176r6), Antonio de la Oliva

6.5.1.  C: CID 1011. Regarding the comment resolution, is this the change tagged CID 1011 in both documents or just in the second document?
6.5.2.  C: I would prefer that the extra note to the editor be removed. It is helpful, but it is not a self-contained resolution. The note states “Note to the editor: resolutions to other comments will cause all changes in both these documents to be accepted.”

6.5.3.  C: I would also prefer that the note is removed.
6.5.4.  The document number will be revised to 11-21/176r7

6.5.5.  Motion #98

6.5.6.  Move to approve the comment resolutions as contained in 11-21/0176r7.
6.5.7.  Moved: Antonio de la Oliva, 2nd: Stephen McCann

6.5.8.  Approved by unanimous consent
6.6.  Submission (11-21-0314r4), Antonio de la Oliva

6.6.1.  There are some changes regarding Figure 9-bc14. These have not been covered by comment resolutions.
6.6.2.  Q: What does the authentication algorithm sub-field provide? Is this new?
6.6.3.  A: Yes

6.6.4.  Q: What does the very last sentence mean?

6.6.5.  A: That is a typo and needs to be corrected.

6.6.6.  Q: If the value is not zero then you can not use the ANQP element to register?

6.6.7.  A: If the value is zero then a higher layer authentication algorithm is used. I will modify the text and create a new revision 11-21-0314r5.
6.6.8.  Q: Regarding the “authentication algorithm” field name, I will change it to “content authentication algorithm”.
6.6.9.  A: I will also make that change.

6.6.10. Motion #99

6.6.11. Move to approve the changes to the TGbc Draft as shown in 11-21/0314r5; and

6.6.12. instruct the editor to implement the changes.
6.6.13. Moved: Antonio de la Oliva, 2nd: Hitoshi Morioka
6.6.14. C: As the editor, I am happy with this document
6.6.15. Approved by unanimous consent
6.7.  Submission (11-21-0341r2), Antonio de la Oliva

6.7.1.  No changes have been made to this submission since the previous meeting.
6.7.2.  Chair: All the CIDs have been approved by motion #98 [the previous CID approval motion], so I don’t think a new motion is required.

6.8.  Submission (11-21-0085r5), Stephen McCann
6.8.1.  CID 1243 - No Comment (NC).
6.8.2.  CID 1244 - NC.    
6.8.3.  CID 1242 – NC
6.8.4.  CID 1537 – I would apply the CID 1244 change to the resolution.
6.8.5.  CID 1172 – NC
6.8.6.  CID 1054 – Please change "uplink broadcast traffic" -> "relaying of uplink broadcast traffic to a specified destination".
6.8.7.  CID 1240 – there was some confusion adding the editor’s note.
6.8.8.  CID 1241 – This resolution should be changed to “Revised”.

6.8.9.  CID 1239 – The sentence was removed by another resolution (11-21/0090r5), so the resolution should be revised.

6.8.10. CIDs 1540, 1434, 1399 - same change as for CID 1239
6.8.11. CID 1083 – I think there also needs to be a definition for an EBCS receiver.

6.8.12. This will be added and also expand the acronym "EBCS" -> "enhanced broadcast services (EBCS)"
6.8.13. CID 1569 – NC
6.8.14. CID 1568 – NC
6.8.15. CID 1202 - Why is IBSS being considered in the table. Please change those entries to “-“.
6.8.16. Yes, agreed.

6.8.17. CID 1616 – NC
6.8.18. CID 1147 – NC
6.8.19. CID 1574 - reassigned to the editor
6.8.20. CID 1281 - reassigned to the editor
6.8.21. CID 1028 – Please change "commenter" -> "comment"
6.8.22. CID 1283 – The change is “peer STA” to “STA”

6.8.23. CID 1529 – NC
6.8.24. CID 1282 – Change "enhances broadcast services" -> "EBCS traffic stream", which is the same change to 1529.

6.8.25. CID 1091 - The comment is wrong, but the resolution is fine.
6.8.26. Please remove the bit 0 “no negotiation” from the table, add "reserved" for the unused bits and change the accompanying text to state “When all bits are zero, it means no negotiation.”
7. Recess at 10:57 ET

Thursday March 11, AM2 Session:

8. Opening formalities

8.1.  Chair calls meeting to order at 11:17 ET 

8.2.  Front table introduction

8.2.1.  Chair states his name and affiliation and introduces the names and affiliation of Vice Chairs

8.3.  Reminder meeting protocol

8.3.1.  Chair reminds participants that the IEEE meeting policies, the IEEE patent and copyright policy as described at the opening meeting, remain in operation for this meeting.

8.4.  Reminder to register attendance

8.5.  The order of submission was changed in the agenda 11-21-0198r3.

8.6.  The modified agenda was approved by unanimous consent

9. Submissions for comment resolution

9.1. UL Replay Protection Summary (11-21-0441r0), Hitoshi Morioka

9.1.1.  Q: Is this for the uplink case?
9.1.2.  A: Yes.

9.1.3.  C: So, therefore a software update on the non-AP STA can create harm to the network.

9.1.4.  C: For the uplink use case, the assumption is that this is a Tx only device. Therefore it’s not receiving any feedback from an AP. Additionally, many of these low cost IoT device may not have accurate clocks. Therefore its only a best effort service. 11bc can add some features to limit replay attacks, but I don’t think it can remove them all.
9.1.5.  C: I agree with the previous comment. There were TGbc use cases that described an uplink case and at that time, it was realized that an replay attack could not be completely avoided.

9.1.6.  C: This issue does exist, but I don’t think it’s a large problem. The problem with too high a load on the server can be solved by dropping frames.  I don’t think the AP can always validate the content of uplink data. However, I think the way this works is fine, although perhaps the rules can be coordinated for all APs (e.g. as shown in slide 3). In addition, some rules can be applied to the destination address of the uplink frames. This will help to prevent most denial of service (DoS) attacks.
9.1.7.  C: With regards to the accuracy of the clocks, I think there is the same criteria for all 802.11 STAs in the specification +- 20ppm for 5 GHz and +- 25 ppm for 2.4 GHz.

9.1.8.  C: As presenter, I am open for any options and I would like to see text to minimize the DoS attacks.

9.1.9.  Chair: Can you expand on the server working with APs to limit the frames that are uploaded?

9.1.10. A: Assuming that the uplink destination is known (a URL?), so there should be some rules for that service (indicated by the URL) that the server can communicate to the APs. Perhaps this could be written within some deployment guidelines, as an informative annex or within another organization.

9.1.11. C: I can create a paragraph for clause 11 that describes this relationship.

9.2.  GCR NRFP acknowledgement follow up (11-21-0362r1), Boyce Yangbo

9.2.1.  C: I’m not in favor of supporting this idea. I think this is complex feature that was introduced in 11ax and is not widely accepted. It has a strong dependency on the 802.11ax PHY and the scope of 11bc is MAC only. I do agree that there are some gains with this mechanism, but that will only occur in green field deployments. Therefore for existing deployments (e.g. non green field) the number of frames may actually be increased.
9.2.2.  C: The scope of 11bc does not exclude this feature, as it modifies the MAC and not the PHY. This is also an optional feature.

9.2.3.  Chair: Regarding the 11bc PAR, there is nothing to allow the modification of a PHY. However, 11bc can operate with any PHY. Therefore, as chair, I cannot give guidance on this particular submission.

9.2.4.  C: It’s really up to the group to decide whether this submission is in scope or not. Regarding 11aq, which was also a MAC project, changes to the scrambler were required for the “changing MAC address” feature which is usually considered to be a PHY feature.

9.2.5.  C: This is within the scope of the PAR. The PAR scope is decided by the IEEE 802 EC and IEEE 802.11. In this case the PAR amends the IEEE 802.11 baseline and therefore it is in scope.

9.2.6.  C: In 11az, there is an AID like feature that can be assigned for STAs that are not associated. Therefore this mechanism can be built on here.
9.2.7.  C: I also think all these changes are MAC changes
9.2.8.  Q: Do we know the performance gain for this mechanism?

9.2.9.  A: Yes, there were some evaluations in an earlier submission.

9.2.10. Q: What happens if you have feedback errors?

9.2.11. A: That was not considered.

9.2.12. C: There is also a possible format change in Table 9-31k.

9.2.13. C: I think there are several implications for changes to the the NFRP variant trigger frame.
9.2.14. Straw poll #29
9.2.15. Do you agree to introduce a NDP feedback-based acknowledgment mechanism for GCR transmission in 11bc as described in 11-21/0362r1.

9.2.16. Note: this NDP feedback-based acknowledgment mechanism is optional.

9.2.17. Q: Should it be GCR rather than multicast?
9.2.18. A: Yes

9.2.19. 91 participants on the call.

9.2.20. Yes: 29, No: 21, Abstain: 4
9.3.  Comment resolution submission (11-21-0033r0), Hitoshi Morioka

9.3.1.  CID 1609: There are a couple of typos that need correcting. I think that another CID also addressed the same sentence. 
9.3.2.  CID 1610: NC
9.3.3.  CID 1117: There is a typo in this sentence.
9.3.4.  CID 1105: The resolution needs to be re-worded, along the lines of that the group discussed it and agreed that the existing solution is preferred.

9.3.5.  CID 1524: Change the resolution to include “EBCS”.
9.3.6.  CID 1455: NC

9.3.7.  CID 1075: NC
9.3.8.  CID 1135: NC

9.3.9.  CID 1021: NC

9.3.10. CID 1020: NC

9.3.11. CID 1136: Is there a reference to the RFC in the baseline? Yes.
9.3.12. CID 1528: NC
9.3.13. CID 1527: The references to bits should be sub-fields and there are a few typos to correct.
9.3.14. CID 1024: NC

9.3.15. The referenced submission for this CIDs will be revised to 11-21-0084r6

10. Recess at 11:06 ET

Friday March 12, AM2 Session:

11. Opening formalities

11.1. Chair calls meeting to order at 09:02 ET 

11.2. Front table introduction

11.2.1. Chair states his name and affiliation and introduces the names and affiliation of Vice Chairs

11.3. Reminder meeting protocol

11.3.1. Chair reminds participants that the IEEE meeting policies, the IEEE patent and copyright policy as described at the opening meeting, remain in operation for this meeting.

11.4. Reminder to register attendance

11.5. The order of submission was changed in the agenda 11-21-0198r4.
11.6. The modified agenda was approved by unanimous consent

12. Submissions / Comment resolution

12.1. Comment resolution submission (11-21-0033r2), Hitoshi Morioka

12.1.1. CID 1117: The resolution needs to state “make the symbols in italics” as special characters cannot be used in the spreadsheet.
12.1.2. CID 1106: The Content ID is described in clause 11, so perhaps some text can be added there. This is not finished.
12.1.3. CID 1137: NC
12.1.4. CID 1023: NC
12.1.5. CID 1022: NC
12.1.6. CID 1457: NC
12.1.7. CID 1504: NC

12.1.8. CID 1506: NC

12.1.9. CID 1507: NC

12.1.10.  CID 1508: NC

12.1.11.  CID 1525: NC

12.1.12.  Chair: Thank you. I would like to suggest having a motion to approve of all these resolved comments, with the exception of CID 1106.

12.1.13.  Q: Regarding CID 1106, I think changes may occur in clause 9 and clause 11.

12.1.14.  A: Ok.

12.1.15.  Motion #100
12.1.16.  Move to approve the comment resolutions as contained in the “2021-03-11” tab and the “2021-03-12” tab of 11-21/0033r02.
12.1.17.  Moved: Hitoshi Morioka, 2nd: Jouni Malinen
12.1.18.  The motion was approved by unanimous consent
12.1.19.  Motion #101
12.1.20.  Move to approve the comment resolutions as contained in the “not discussed” tab of 11-21/0033r02, with the exception of the following CID(s): 1106.

12.1.21.  Moved: Hitoshi Morioka, 2nd: Stephen McCann
12.1.22. The motion was approved by unanimous consent

12.2. Comment resolution submission (11-21-0085r6), Stephen McCann

12.2.1. CID 1013 - This sentence was deleted by approved doc 11-21-0314r5

12.2.2. CID 1015 – Deferred. The cited texts were removed by 11-21-0314r5. Text will be added to clause 11 to clarify the behavior of the entry.
12.2.3. CID 1014 – Deferred. This comment will be resolved by adding some more text to clause 11. Note that CID 1023 has a similar resolution.
12.2.4. CID 1510 - NC

12.2.5. CID 1502 – The sentence has been removed by the approved doc 11-21-0314r5. Also see CID 1022.
12.2.6. CID 1563 – The decision has been made to use “services”.
12.2.7. CID 1017 -  Please add "identified by Content ID" to each row.

12.2.8. CID 1565 – Please add "if present".
12.2.9. CID 1018 -  NC

12.2.10.  CID 1566 – Please changes the reserved values from "2-7" to "2-255"

12.2.11.  CID 1605 – The comment is resolved, but also need to check that eBCS action frames are mentioned somewhere in the draft and that they are in the correct place.
12.2.12.  CID 1521 – Change "reject" to "revised"

12.2.13.  CID 1518 - NC
12.2.14.  CID 1072 – The ANQP advertisement can not carry a URI because the advertisement element is not secured at this point in the message flow sequence. The EBCS Info will include URI, as described in 11-21-0314r5

12.2.15.  CID 1073 - Please changes the reserved values from "2-7" to "2-255".

12.2.16.  Document 11-21-0085r7 was uploaded

12.2.17.  Motion #102
12.2.18.  Move to approve the comment resolutions as contained in the of 11-21/0085r07, with the exception of the following CID(s): 1014 and 1015.
12.2.19.  Moved : Stephen McCann, seconded: Hitoshi Morioka

12.2.20.  Approved by unanimous consent
13. Administrative items

13.1. No timeline update

13.2. Draft update discussion

13.2.1. Discussion as to when an intermediate draft should be produced. The group decided to wait until all the clause 9 CIDs are complete.

13.2.2. Chair: I will work with the editor to start preparing the next draft update, based on the approved resolutions from this week.

14. Old Business

14.1. No old business to continue

15. New Business

15.1. No new business

16. Closing Formalities

16.1. Meeting adjourned at 11:04 ET
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